1. Background {#sec1}
=============

Genes, proteins and metabolites in a cell interact with each other and also with the environment, forming large complex networks. When a cell responds to different stimulus, different sets of genes are expressed and these genes and their products may form distinct regulatory networks ([@bib1], [@bib75]). In recent years, various analytical tools and methods have been developed to reconstruct the gene regulatory networks (GRNs) from experimental data and many of these methods are based on high-dimensional time course gene expression data. Examples include Boolean networks ([@bib5], [@bib36], [@bib72]), information theory models ([@bib76], [@bib77]), graphical Gaussian models ([@bib70]), graphical Granger causality ([@bib73]), dynamic Bayesian networks (DBN) ([@bib30], [@bib51], [@bib56], [@bib91]), vector autoregressive (VAR) models ([@bib10], [@bib54], [@bib71]), state space models ([@bib27], [@bib41], [@bib65]) and differential equation models ([@bib12], [@bib23], [@bib28], [@bib48], [@bib87], [@bib31]).

Among the aforementioned network modelling approaches, we focus on the ordinary differential equation (ODE) model. An ODE model is formed by taking the derivative of a gene expression as a function of expression levels of all related genes, which results in a direct graph model and the dynamic feature of GRNs is automatically captured and quantified. Recently, [@bib48]. and [@bib83]. proposed a novel pipeline to reverse engineer genome-wide dynamic GRNs from time course gene expression data using high-dimensional ODE models. To deal with the high-dimensionality of the genome-wide GRN, genes are clustered with similar expression patterns into co-expressed modules and module-based dynamic ODE networks are constructed. The advanced parameter estimation method for ODE models is coupled with statistical variable selection techniques to identify the sparse structure of the network. A series of cutting-edge statistical techniques are combined to efficiently reduce the dimension of the network reconstruction and account for the correlations of time series expression measurements from the same gene. In addition, it also allows us to perform model selection and parameter estimation of the ODE model for one equation at a time, which is highly efficient in reconstructing large-scale networks from a computational perspective.

In this paper, we focus on the analysis of the networks identified using the data-driven pipeline developed in [@bib48] and [@bib83]. Specifically, we are interested in the parameter estimation, the controllability analysis and stability analysis of the reconstructed ODE networks. Consider a *K* dimensional dynamic network by the following ODE model$$\begin{matrix}
{\mathbf{X}^{\prime}\left( t \right) = \text{β}_{0} + \text{A}\mathbf{X}\left( t \right) + B\mathbf{V}\left( t \right),\mspace{9mu}\mathbf{X}\left( {t = t_{0}} \right) = \mathbf{X}_{0},} \\
{\mathbf{Y}\left( t \right) = \mathbf{C}\mathbf{X}\left( t \right) + \mathbf{W}\left( t \right),} \\
\end{matrix}$$where $\mathbf{X}\left( t \right) = \left( {X_{1}\left( t \right),\ldots,X_{K}\left( t \right)} \right)^{T}$ is the vector of state variables; $\mathbf{X}^{\prime}\left( t \right)$ indicates the derivative of $\mathbf{X}\left( t \right);\mathbf{V}\left( t \right) = \left( {V_{1}\left( t \right),\ldots,V_{m}\left( t \right)} \right)^{T}$ is the vector of input variables such as the stimulation variables to the gene regulatory network (e.g., the viral load in our influenza infection example); $A = \left( a_{ki} \right)_{k,i = 1,\ldots,K}$ is the system matrix that quantifies the regulatory effects between network components; $B = \left( b_{kj} \right)_{k = 1,\ldots,K;j = 1,\ldots,m}$ is the input matrix that represents the effect of the input variables; parameters *β*~0~ and **X**~0~ are the intercept and initial values, respectively; $\mathbf{Y}\left( t \right) = \left( {Y_{1}\left( t \right),\ldots,Y_{K}\left( t \right)} \right)^{T}$ is the vector of observation variables and the observation matrix **C** is an identity matrix for our gene regulatory network examples (the expression levels for all genes are measured by microarray or RNA-Seq techniques); and **W**(*t*) represents the measurement error, which is usually assumed to follow a Gaussian distribution with mean zero. For simplicity of presentation, we consider model (1) with only one input variable, i.e., *m*=1. But the methods presented in this paper can be easily extended to cases where *m*\>1.

In biological systems, most nodes are only directly connected to a small number of other nodes, so it is reasonable to assume that the system matrix *A* is a sparse matrix. In this work, we further assume that the structure and nonzero components of *A* have already been identified and estimated. Since the network parameters estimated during the network structure identification step are based on each differential equation separately, they may not be accurate and need further refinement ([@bib48]). This refined estimation needs to be done very carefully, as the estimated parameters will be utilized in the following controllability and stability analysis. We propose to use a trust-region-reflective algorithm with box constraint ([@bib8], [@bib9], [@bib50], [@bib15], [@bib16]) in the parameter estimation (refinement) step. Moreover, we take advantage of the matrix sparsity of *A* along with a cost-less Jacobian evaluation so that the algorithm is most efficient for sparse linear ODE parameter estimation.

The ability of controlling complex biological networks is of paramount importance since it enables us to obtain a deeper understanding of the networks. A dynamic system is controllable, if and only if an arbitrary initial state is steerable to an arbitrary desired final state within a finite time interval using the external inputs ([@bib40]). Controllability is a generic characteristic of the dynamic system and is also strongly related to stability and stabilizability ([@bib39]). The main goal of controllability analysis is to assess whether a dynamic system is controllable and how to control the system state to the desired state effectively ([@bib34]). Controllability analysis has also been proven to be especially useful for studying dynamic systems in many different fields, including biology ([@bib64]), engineer ([@bib66]), chemical processes ([@bib4]) and physics ([@bib80]) and so on. In recent years, studies of controllability have been applied in a variety of biological systems, such as brain networks ([@bib25], p. 14065197), protein interaction networks ([@bib82]), immune networks ([@bib49]), gene regulatory networks ([@bib62]), and metabolic networks ([@bib46]). Biological network controllability analysis provides a system level paradigm for potentially identifying intervention targets in complex biological systems, which offers a new strategy for drug discovery and development ([@bib17], [@bib35], [@bib38], [@bib57], [@bib61], [@bib68]).

In traditional control theories, system controllability is determined by the Kalman\'s rank condition. However, it is difficult to apply this criterion to large scale biological systems, because it is computationally expensive, numerically unstable and it is also hard to design an appropriate input matrix *B* for a given system matrix *A* to achieve the goal of the system ([@bib40], [@bib53]). Recently, [@bib47] adopted the structural controllability (SC) and maximum matching theory, and successfully resolved these problems. The system (1) is structurally controllable if there exists a set of parameters for the non-zero components in *A* and *B* such that model (1) is controllable ([@bib11], [@bib47]). Under the SC framework, the maximum matching algorithm is used to determine the number of driver nodes, which is defined as the minimum number of inputs to maintain full control of the network, as the minimum set of unmatched nodes ([@bib11], [@bib47]). Liu et al ([@bib47]). provided a new insight into the controllability framework of nodal dynamics ([@bib45]), which is based on the assumption that driver nodes can be directly controlled by external input signals in the whole network ([@bib2], [@bib14]). However, one drawback of this method is that they did not consider the strength of the links in the complex networks. To resolve this problem, [@bib89] developed an exact controllability (EC) framework for analysing the controllability of nodal dynamics with link weights of complex networks. Besides these two methods, [@bib53] took a novel perspective to handle the controllability by using the edge dynamics (ED) controllability framework ([@bib52]). In this method, each node acts as a switchboard that can accept information using its internal link edge and also spread the signals to neighbouring nodes through external link edges.

Stability is another important property of a dynamic system. It characterizes whether the solutions (trajectories) of a dynamic system is stable under small perturbations of the initial conditions. Over the past decades, many researchers have studied the stability of various kinds of dynamic systems, such as linear systems ([@bib42]), nonlinear systems ([@bib37], [@bib69]), time-invariant systems ([@bib20], [@bib60]), time-varying systems ([@bib18], [@bib26]) and systems with time-delay ([@bib24], [@bib55]). For a dynamic system with deterministic parameters, the stability is dichotomous and deterministic, *i.e.*, the dynamic system can be classified as stable or unstable. In reality, the structure and parameters of a dynamic system cannot be measured precisely due to errors pertain to the experimental measurements or the approximation techniques used in parameter estimation. Hence, it is necessary to study the stability in the presence of randomness of system matrix. In this case, the stability should be quantified probabilistically. This concept of "probability of stability" was first proposed by [@bib3], i.e., for a real-valued random system matrix generated from a given ensemble, the probability of stability is the probability that all eigenvalues of this matrix have negative real parts. Simulation studies based on some low-dimensional systems showed that the probability of stability decreases rapidly to zero as the system dimension increases ([@bib3]). [@bib58], [@bib59] derived an analytical formula for the probability of stability for a linear system in which the elements of the Jordan canonical form of the system matrix are independently and identically distributed between interval \[−*a*, *a*\] with a uniform distribution. Using the eigenvalue linearization, [@bib43] reduced the expression of probability of stability into a simple form for random matrices in which the elements follow a joint Gaussian distribution. However, for a high-dimensional system, linearizing eigenvalues with respect to the differentials of parameters is too complex and impractical. [@bib19], [@bib33], [@bib32], [@bib90] presented a method for determining the probability of stability of one-dimensional, *n*th-order discrete-time systems. In their work, the probability of stability is defined as the multiple integral of the joint distribution function of all random parameters over the stable region of the parameter space. Although their systems can be transformed to certain high-dimensional, first-order ODE systems, their results are not applicable for such systems in general. [@bib63] investigated the probability of stability for dynamic systems with random parameters in the case that the mean of the system matrix is stable. These investigators derived an upper bound for the variation of parameter perturbation under which the stability of system is assured with probability one. This bound is inversely proportional to the square root of the network dimension, so it converges to zero as the dimension increases. However, there is no estimation of the probability of stability when the variance of the perturbation is larger than this bound and the system is not almost surely stable. Moreover, their results are not applicable if the mean system matrix is unstable. To the best of our knowledge, so far there are no methods that can estimate the probability of stability for high-dimensional dynamic systems with a general random system matrix.

The time course gene expression and viral load data for 17 healthy human volunteers who received intranasal inoculation of influenza H3N2/Wisconsin were first described in ([@bib29]) and reanalysed in ([@bib44]) using systems biology approaches. Among these 17 subjects, 9 developed symptoms in response to influenza infection (symptomatic subjects) and the other 8 did not (asymptomatic subjects). For each subject, temporally differentially expressed genes were identified and clustered into co-expressed modules based on the similarity of gene expression patterns. Module-based ODE network was constructed for each subject and the network structure, and nonzero components in the system matrix *A* of model (1), were identified and estimated using the pipeline proposed in [@bib83]. In this work, we will perform controllability analysis and stability analysis after parameter refinement for the reconstructed ODE networks in [@bib44]. Our goal of controllability analysis is to understand how to control the dynamic gene response networks in human subjects under influenza infection with minimum number of nodes and how the network topology affects their controllability. Stability analysis will also be performed to evaluate how stable the dynamic gene response network is under influenza infection.

2. Methods {#sec2}
==========

2.1. Pipeline for identifying the network structure through module-based ODE model {#sec2.1}
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

In [@bib83], a novel pipeline was proposed, based on the work in [@bib48], to reconstruct genome-wide dynamic regulatory networks through time course gene expression data using high-dimensional ordinary differential equation (ODE) models. This pipeline incorporated a series of statistical methods to perform the following tasks. First, the temporally differentially expressed genes, i.e., genes that exhibit significant expression changes during the experimental period, were identified using the FPCA (functional principal component analysis)-based significant test ([@bib84]). In this method, the expression profile of each gene was estimated through a data-driven eigen-representation using FPCA, and a modified F-statistic was adopted to quantify the signal-to-noise ratio of each gene. The significant genes were determined by a permutation test coupled with the multiple testing adjustment method proposed by [@bib6].

Next, the time course expressions of the temporally differentially expressed genes were standardized and clustered into a number of co-expressed modules. These modules were considered as the nodes of the dynamic gene regulatory network, so the dimension of the network was significantly reduced. The module-based linear ODE model for the GRN can be written as model (1), where coefficients $A = \left\{ a_{ki} \right\}_{k,i = 1,\ldots,K}$ quantify the regulation effects of other modules, including self-regulation on the rate of expression change of the *k*-th module. The identification of network structures of the GRN is then transformed to an equivalent statistical problem of identifying the nonzero coefficients $S = \left\{ {1 \leq k,i \leq K:\ a_{ki} \neq 0} \right\}$ in the ODE model (1).

To this end, the two-stage estimation method for ODE models was employed to decouple model (1) into *K* pseudo-regression models so that the problem of identifying the ODE model structure can be transformed into variable selection problems of these *K* regression models. Then the smoothly clipped absolute deviation (SCAD) ([@bib21]) method was applied to select nonzero *a*~*ki*~'s ([@bib48]). The benefits of this approach are that it avoids numerically solving the differential equations and allows independent model selection and parameter estimation for one equation at a time, which significantly reduce the computational cost ([@bib48]). More details of the pipeline can be found in ([@bib83]).

2.2. Refining parameter estimates {#sec2.2}
---------------------------------

The parameter estimates obtained from the two-stage method are not efficient in terms of estimation accuracy, because of the approximation errors brought in by the estimates of the mean expression curves *X*~*k*~(*t*) of the modules and their derivatives $X_{k}^{\prime}\left( t \right)$. When the data are measured at a sparse grid or with large noise signals, such errors could be quite large and may devastate the parameter estimates. So it is necessary to refine the parameter estimates for the selected ODE model using the more rigorous maximum likelihood method ([@bib48]) or nonlinear least squares (NLS) method ([@bib85]). The SCAD estimators from the two-stage method can be used as the initial estimates in these nonlinear optimization procedures. Here we propose using a Trust-Region-Reflective (TRR) algorithm ([@bib8], [@bib9], [@bib50], [@bib15], [@bib16]) to solve the NLS equation for the ODE model (1). While the mixed-effect modelling approach adopted in ([@bib48]) is more efficient in estimating gene-specific parameters, the TRR algorithm solves the ODEs directly and provides better parameter estimation at the module level, which better fits the objective of this work. In addition, it has been proven that the trust region approach possesses the global convergence property, robustness and large scale affinity ([@bib22], [@bib81], [@bib88]). Some works have suggested combining the global optimization method, such as the global genetic algorithm with a local optimization approach, which ultimately will find the "true" global solution to the NLS equation ([@bib85]). However, the improvement in the residual sum of squares is minimum compared to the significant difference in the computational time cost between the global optimization and the trust region approach, especially for high-dimensional ODE models. Therefore, we believe that the trust region approach is the best in terms of both solution quality and computational cost.

This TRR algorithm allows the box constraint optimization, where the upper and lower bounds can be derived from the data. Some parameters can be deduced from prior knowledge. For example, the regulatory relationships between some genes are known to be positive or negative during the biological process of interest, so the lower or upper bounds can be determined correspondingly. In addition, this algorithm does not require forming and solving the normal equation for the NLS problem directly, but rather optimizes the trust-region subspace through a least-square type of function that return the square difference of each component, i.e.,$$\min_{\theta}f\left( \theta \right) = \min_{\theta}\left( {f_{1}\left( \theta \right) + f_{2}\left( \theta \right) + \ldots + f_{K}\left( \theta \right)} \right)$$where $f_{k}\left( \theta \right) = \sum\limits_{i = 1}^{n_{k}}\left\| {Y_{k_{i}}\left( t \right) - X_{k}\left( {\theta,t} \right)} \right\|_{2}^{2}$, with $Y_{k_{i}}\left( t \right)$ being the time course expression data for the *i*-th gene of the *k*-th module, *n*~*k*~ being the size of the *k*-th module, *X*~*k*~(*θ*,*t*) being the state variable in model (1) and $\left\| \cdot \right\|_{2}$ being the *L*^2^ norm. We use an implementation algorithm that takes advantage of the sparsity of the system matrix *A* along with a cost-less Jacobian evaluation. The Jacobian matrix is not evaluated by finite-difference but through the sensitivity equation of the linear ODE model (1). This implementation algorithm makes our NLS estimates more efficient for the sparse linear ODE estimation ([@bib44]).

2.3. Controllability analysis {#sec2.3}
-----------------------------

To introduce the controllability framework for the complex, high-dimensional ODE networks, we consider the linear time-invariant dynamics as equation [(1)](#fd1){ref-type="disp-formula"}. We can make a linear transform of the input variable *V*(*t*) as following:$$\overline{V}\left( t \right) = V\left( t \right) + B^{- 1}\beta_{0}$$

This linear transform does not change the property of the system. So system (1) becomes:$${X^{\prime}\left( t \right) = \beta_{0} + \text{AX}\left( t \right) + BV\left( t \right)}{= \text{AX}\left( t \right) + B\left( {\overline{V}\left( t \right) - B^{- 1}\beta_{0}} \right) + \beta_{0}}{= \text{AX}\left( t \right) + B\overline{V}\left( t \right)}$$

In this work, we apply and compare the SC unweight ([@bib47]), EC weight ([@bib89]) and ED methods [@bib53]. In the SC unweight method ([@bib47]), the driver nodes are calculated by:$$N_{D} = \max\left\{ {N - \left| M^{\ast} \right|,1} \right\}$$where $\left| M^{\ast} \right|$ is the number of maximum matching and *N* is the number of vertices. Similarly, the edge nodes are defined in the ED method and the number of edge nodes can be computed by:$$N_{D} = \sum\limits_{ver = 1}^{n}{\max\left( {dout_{i}^{+} - din_{i}^{-},0} \right)} + \sum\limits_{i = 1}^{cn}{\beta eta_{i}}$$where,$\ dout_{i}^{+}$ is the out-degree; $din_{i}^{-}$ is the in-degree; *ver* is the vertex; *cn* is the number of connected components; *βeta*~*i*~ is 1 if the *i*-th component is balanced and 0 otherwise ([@bib89]). In the EC weighted method ([@bib89]), the driver nodes for link weight directed network can be either the sparse case or the dense case. The number of driver nodes under the sparse case can be computed as$$\mathit{N}_{\mathit{D}} = \text{max}\left\{ {1,\mathit{N}-\text{rank}\left( \mathit{A} \right)} \right\},$$

and under the dense case, it is defined as$$\mathit{N}_{\mathit{D}} = \text{max}\left\{ {1,\mathit{N}-\text{rank}\left( {\mathit{\omega I} + \mathit{A}} \right)} \right\},$$where *I* is the identity matrix.

2.4. Stability analysis {#sec2.4}
-----------------------

In model (1), the system matrix *A* is a deterministic matrix, and the homogenous system associated with model (1) is as follows:$$\begin{array}{l}
{X^{\prime}\left( t \right) = AX\left( t \right)} \\
{X\left( {t = t_{0}} \right) = X_{0}} \\
\end{array}$$

The exponential stability of system (9) can be determined by the following criterion ([@bib20]): Every solution is exponentially stable if and only if all the eigenvalues of *A* have negative real parts. The solution of system (1) is of the following form ([@bib42]):$$X\left( t \right) = e^{{(t - t_{0})}A}M_{0} + {\int\limits_{t_{0}}^{t}{e^{{(t - s)}A}\left( {\beta_{0} + BV\left( s \right)} \right)ds}}$$where the first term on the right hand side of (10) is the solution to system (9); and the second term is an integral of function of *A*, *B*, *V*(*t*) and *β*~*0*~. Thus, the condition of system (1) being exponentially stable is the same as that of system (9). For a given matrix *A*, it can be rewritten into the form of *PJP*^*−1*^ by conducting the Jordan decomposition over the field of real numbers, in which *P* is a nonsingular matrix with columns being generalized eigenvectors of *A,* and *J* is a block-diagonal matrix with the diagonal elements being the real parts of the generalized eigenvalues of *A*. Taking into consideration the randomness of the system matrix *A* due to estimation error, the dynamic system with randomness associated with system (1) can be written as:$$$$where the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$ is considered as a deterministic matrix here; *β*~*0*~, *B* and *V*(*t*) are the same as those in (1); *G*~*K*~ is a random matrix representing the estimation error. In this work, *G*~*K*~ is chosen to be the real Ginibre ensemble in which all elements are independently and identically distributed Gaussian random variables with mean zero ([@bib67]). Thus, the true system matrix *A* is a random matrix whose elements have different means but the same variance. Since the stability of a dynamic system is determined by its corresponding system matrix, based on the definition of probability of stability in ([@bib43]), the probability of stability of system (11) can be computed as follows:$$\int\limits_{\max{(\mu{(A)})} < 0}{f\left( {\max\left( {\mu\left( A \right)} \right)} \right)d\left( {\max\left( {\mu\left( A \right)} \right)} \right)}$$where *max*(*μ*(*A*)) is the largest real part of eigenvalues of *A* and *f*(max(*μ*(*A*))) is the probability density function (pdf) of *max*(*μ*(*A*)).

Here the estimated system matrix$\ \widehat{A}$ is considered as a deterministic matrix, and *A* = $\widehat{A}$ + *G*~*K*~ is a random matrix, since we assume that *G*~*K*~ is the real Ginibre ensemble with a standard deviation *cr*~*A*~, where 0 \< *c* \< 1 is a coefficient that quantifies the magnitude of randomness relative to the estimated $\widehat{A}$ and *r*~*A*~ = *\|*$\widehat{A}$*\|*~F~/*K* with *\|*$\widehat{A}$*\|*~F~ being the Frobenius norm of $\widehat{A}$. We conducted Monte Carlo simulation studies as follows. We first generate *N* = 1,000,000 random matrices *G*~*Ks*~ (*s* = 1,...,*N*) with standard deviation *cr*~*A*~ for *c* = 0.05, 0.1 and 0.5 respectively; then, for each *A* = $\widehat{A}$ + *G*~*Ks*~, we compute the value of *max*(*μ*(*A*)), the largest real part of the eigenvalues of *A*, by conducting the Jordan-decomposition over the field of real numbers; finally, we obtain the empirical probability Pr(*max*(*μ*(*A*))\<0) = number of *max*(*μ*(*A*))\<0/*N*.

3. Results {#sec3}
==========

Using the parameter refinement method described in the Methods section, we obtain the refined parameter estimates for the gene response ODE networks identified in Linel et al ([@bib44]). for the 17 subjects. Based on these parameter estimates, we then conduct the following controllability analysis and stability analysis.

3.1. Controllability analysis {#sec3.1}
-----------------------------

We performed the controllability analysis using the SC unweighted method ([@bib47]), EC weighted method ([@bib89]) and ED method [@bib53], respectively. We compared the number/proportion of driver nodes and different edge types computed by these three methods, and explored the control paths of the dynamic networks. We also compared the observed proportion of driver nodes with those from null random network models.

[Fig. 1](#fig1){ref-type="fig"} shows the proportions of driver nodes determined by the SC unweighted, EC weighted and ED methods for asymptomatic and symptomatic subjects, respectively. The corresponding numeric values can be found in [ATable 1](#appsec1){ref-type="sec"}. From [Fig. 1](#fig1){ref-type="fig"}, we can easily see that the proportions of driver nodes identified by the SC unweighted and EC weighted methods are the same for most subjects; for subjects 3,11 and 15, the proportions of driver nodes identified using the EC weighted method are larger than those identified using the SC unweighted method. The similarity of these two methods in the results is due to the fact that both these two methods are based on the linear nodal dynamics and both consider the structure of the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$. If one assigns each directed link a random parameter, linear nodal dynamics with a given exact link weight can reproduce the results by the linear nodal dynamics without the link weight. This means that the EC weighted method produces the same proportion of driver nodes as the SC unweighted method if the true system matrix *A* is given. However, in practice, there are inevitable numerical errors in the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$. The EC weighted method is under an exact controllability framework based on the eigenvalues and the rank of $\widehat{A}$, while the SC unweighted method is under a structural controllability framework based on a maximum matching algorithm. So, when $\widehat{A}$ has numerical errors, these two methods may produce different results, as seen in subjects 3, 11 and 15. Since these two methods produce similar results for most subjects and the SC unweighted method is not subject to the numeric errors in the estimated matrix $\widehat{A}$, we prefer using the SC unweighted method to the EC weighted method.Fig. 1The proportions of driver nodes determined by the SC unweighted, EC weighted and ED methods for symptomatic and asymptomatic subjects.Fig. 1

We can also see that the proportions of driver nodes based on the ED method are greater than or equal to those based on the SC unweighted method, with the only exception of subject 7. It is not surprising to see that these two methods produce quite different results, as the SC unweighted method is based on nodal dynamics while the ED method is based on edge dynamics. Here we prefer the SC unweighted method over the ED method, because the number of driver nodes computed by the former method is no more than that calculated by the later. Our choice is also supported by the fact that GRNs are known to be homogeneous or homogeneous-mixing networks ([@bib7]) and the SC unweighted method is more suitable for the homogeneous networks than the ED method ([@bib2], [@bib45], [@bib78]). In the following, we only show the results using the SC unweighted method.

One commonly used criterion for evaluating the controllability of complex networks is the minimal number of driver nodes ([@bib86]). The minimal number of driver nodes is directly associated with how difficult it is to control the network; the larger the number of driver nodes is, the more difficult it is to control the network. From [Fig. 2](#fig2){ref-type="fig"}, we can see that the minimal numbers of driver nodes for asymptomatic subjects are smaller than those for symptomatic subjects. This indicates that the GRNs of asymptomatic subjects are easier to be controlled back to the health state from disease state after viral infection compared to those of symptomatic subjects. However, it may be suboptimal to compare only the absolute values of the minimal number of driver nodes across subjects, since the total number of nodes is different for different subjects. In regard to this problem, we also compared the fraction of minimum driver nodes, i.e., the proportion of the minimum number of driver nodes with respect to the total number of nodes in the network. A higher value of the fraction of minimum driver nodes means that it is more difficult to control the network. The proportions of minimum driver nodes for asymptomatic and symptomatic subjects are displayed in [Fig. 2](#fig2){ref-type="fig"} and there is no significant difference between these two groups.Fig. 2(a) The minimum numbers and (b) proportions of driver nodes for symptomatic and asymptomatic subjects by the SC unweighted method.Fig. 2Fig. 3(a) Bar plot of the numbers of the redundant, ordinary and critical links for symptomatic and asymptomatic subjects, respectively. (b) The proportions of the redundant (green), ordinary (grey) and critical (red) links for symptomatic and asymptomatic subjects, respectively.Fig. 3

There are three types of links in a network: redundant, critical and ordinary links ([@bib47]). If the number of driver nodes remains unchanged when an edge is removed, this edge is a redundant link; if the number of driver nodes increases with the absence of an edge, then this edge is a critical link; if an edge is neither redundant link nor critical link, then it is an ordinary link. The numbers of redundant links and critical links are related to the robustness and stability of a complex network; a larger number of redundant links corresponds to a more robust and stable dynamic network, while a larger number of critical links indicates that the network is more difficult to control. The numbers and proportions of the redundant, ordinary and critical link edges for asymptomatic and symptomatic subjects using the SC unweight method are shown in [Fig. 3](#fig3){ref-type="fig"}. We could see that most asymptomatic subjects had larger proportions of redundant links than symptomatic subjects. This implies that the gene response networks of asymptomatic subjects are more robust and stable than those of symptomatic subjects in response to influenza infection. On the other hand, asymptomatic subjects generally had smaller proportions of critical links than symptomatic subjects, except for subject 2 and subject 4, indicating that most asymptomatic subjects are easier to be controlled than symptomatic subjects. These results are also consistent with our findings in [Fig. 2](#fig2){ref-type="fig"}.

Next, we test whether the proportions of driver nodes for the GRNs of the 17 subjects are significantly different from those in null random network models. Complex networks are described by many property-related statistics such as the node degree, clustering coefficient, degree distribution and so on. The absolute values of these statistics are not enough to fully describe the macro characters of complex networks in quantitative precision and accuracy because there are so many different kinds of structure topologies and sizes in complex networks. So in the field of complex networks, the significance of observed network statistics is often tested against statistics computed based on null-model networks that preserve basic properties of the original network, such as the degree distribution, density, edges, nodes and so on. There are two most commonly used null-model networks, the Erdos-Renyi (ER) random network and the configuration model (CM). The ER random network is a random graph that models the edge between each of its nodes with degrees following a Poisson distribution. The configuration model has the same degree distribution as the original network and it is a directed random multi-graph with a given degree sequence. The edges in the configuration model are randomly paired with every pair uniformly, allowing self-loops and multi-edges. Intuitively, the joint degree distribution is the probability that a uniformly and randomly selected edge is between two node degrees, which is estimated by the degree-degree correlation between two nodes connected by the edge. Considering that many biological networks have very different joint degree distributions, we also construct a null-model with a fixed degree distribution using the joint degree distribution corresponding to the real-world networks, which is rooted in the configuration model. To evaluate if the proportions of driver nodes are significantly over- or under-represented in the identified GRNs, null-model networks are generated with the randomness, degree sequence and joint degree distribution preserved.

Here we choose the ER random network and configuration model with a joint degree distribution as the null models [@bib53]. For each null model, we use the ED method to generate 100 random samples and then compute the proportion of driver nodes for all randomized instances. The proportions of driver nodes for each null model and the real network are visualized in [Fig. 4](#fig4){ref-type="fig"}. For most asymptomatic subjects, the proportion of driver nodes for the ER random network is almost the same as that of the identified GRNs, except for subject 14; while for symptomatic subjects, the proportion of driver nodes for the ER random network is much smaller than that of the identified GRNs. It implies that the ER network is easier to control than the GRNs of symptomatic subjects and is similarly controllable as the GRNs of asymptomatic subjects. The proportions of driver nodes for the configuration model with and without a joint degree distribution are both closer to that of the identified GRNs than the ER random network, no matter for asymptomatic subjects or symptomatic subjects. Comparing the proportion of driver nodes between the identified GRNs and the configuration model, the differences are within ±0.0254 for most subjects, except that subjects 13 and 14 had ±0.13 differences. The fact that the proportion of driver nodes for the identified GRNs is almost equal to that for the configuration model indicates that the number of driver nodes to control a network only depends on the degree distribution of homogeneous networks. These findings are consistent with those in [@bib47].Fig. 4The proportions of driver nodes for symptomatic and asymptomatic subjects in the identified GRNs, ER random network, configuration model and configuration model without joint degree distribution.Fig. 4Fig. 5The pdfs of the largest real part of eigenvalues *max*(*μ*(*A′*) for (a) symtomatic subjects and (b) asymptomatic subjects, where *A* = $\widehat{A}$ + *G*~*K*~, and $\widehat{A}$ is the estimated system matrix, and *G*~*K*~ is the real Ginibre ensemble with a standard deviation *cr*~*A*~, in which *r*~*A*~ = \|$\widehat{A}$\|~*F*~/*K* with \|$\widehat{A}$\|~*F*~ being the Frobenius norm of $\widehat{A}$. The blue, black and red solid lines denote the cases of coefficient *c* = 0.05, 0.1 and 0.5, respectively; the black dash line represents the value of *max*(*μ*($\widehat{A}$)).Fig. 5

3.2. Stability analysis {#sec3.2}
-----------------------

The ODE dynamic systems (networks) for temporal gene response to influenza infection in human subjects were established using time course gene expression data. It is challenging to study the stability of the dynamic system with the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$. The concept of probability stability was introduced to quantify the stability uncertainty for a dynamic system with a random system matrix ([@bib3], [@bib19], [@bib33], [@bib32], [@bib43], [@bib58], [@bib59], [@bib63], [@bib90]). The random matrix theory of the distribution of eigenvalues can be explored in order to investigate the stability of a dynamic system with an uncertain system matrix ([@bib13], [@bib67], [@bib74], [@bib79]). However, all previous results in random matrix theory are concerned with cases in which either the mean of the random matrix is a zero matrix or a low-rank perturbation. In our study, most of the system matrices $\widehat{A}$ estimated in ([@bib44]) are not of low-rank so these theories are not directly applicable. Here we employ a Monte Carlo simulation approach to study the probability of stability for the established dynamic gene response networks. The basic idea is to use the Monte Carlo approach to obtain the empirical distribution of the largest (real part) eigenvalue of the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$ under certain realistic assumptions, so that we could evaluate the probability of stability of the dynamic system in practice. The results of the probability stability analysis for the dynamic gene response networks for the 17 subjects infected by influenza virus ([@bib44]) are summarized as follows.

We display *max*(*μ*($\widehat{A}$)), the largest real part of eigenvalues of the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$ in column 5 of [Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"} for all 17 subjects. From this table, we can see that the estimated system matrices $\widehat{A}$ are unstable for all 17 subjects because *max*(*μ*($\widehat{A}$)) are all non-negative. We have also found from [Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"} that the network dimensions (*K*) of the asymptomatic subjects are smaller (no more than 7) than those of the symptomatic subjects (no less than 7). Although the system with the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$ is not stable for all 17 subjects, we further explored whether there is a probability that the system is stable if the true system matrix $A = \widehat{A} + G_{K}$. Here *G*~*K*~ is a random matrix due to estimation error with a standard deviation *cr*~*A*~, where $r_{A} = \left| \widehat{A} \right|_{F}/K$ with $\left| \widehat{A} \right|_{F}$ being the Frobenius norm of $\widehat{A}$, and 0 \< *c* \< 1 is a coefficient that quantifies the magnitude of randomness relative to the norm of estimated $\widehat{A}$. We employed the Monte Carlo approach (see the Methods section below) to evaluate the probability that the system with the true system matrix *A* is stable, i.e., the probability that the largest real part of eigenvalues of *A, max*(*μ*(*A*)), is negative.Table 1The network dimension *K* (column 3), the average value of elements in the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$ (column 4), the largest real part of generalized eigenvalues of $\widehat{A}$ (column 5) and the empirical probability Pr(*max*(*μ*(*A*)) \< 0) for different values of coefficient *c* in case 1 (columns 6--8) for the GRN of each subject.Table 1CaseSubject*Kr*~*A*~*max*(*μ*($\widehat{A}$))Pr(*max*(*μ*(*A*))\<0\|*c*)*c* = 0.05*c* = 0.1*c* = 0.5Symptomaticsubject1200.1060.1781000subject 5160.87310.144000subject 6310.05420.1585000subject 7130.0540000subject 8131.21910.0267000subject 10170.97630.1669000subject 1272.01270.00300.0023660.002893subject 1372.12020.00140.0031580.0018370.000725subject 15130.08070.1987000Asymptomaticsubject 250.31690.162000.001946subject 330.45250.11560.0000270.0012720.033702subject 430.04140.0391000.020151subject 970.21670.1258000.000044subject 1163.96210.01850.0016380.001580.001779subject 1460.04120.01770.0000480.0002260.00239subject 1620.026400.5216340.5215580.504336subject 1770.10370.1621000.00001

[Fig. 5](#fig5){ref-type="fig"}a and b display the empirical probability density functions (pdfs) of *max*(*μ*(*A*)) for symptomatic subjects and asymptomatic subjects, respectively. The pdfs with different colors indicate cases of different magnitudes of randomness added to $\widehat{A}$, i.e., small, medium and large standard deviation of *G*~*K*~ or *c* = 0.05, 0.1 and 0.5 respectively. In columns 6--8 of [Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"}, we list the empirical probability of the dynamic system being stable for all 17 subjects, *i.e.*, Pr(*max*(*μ*(*A*))\<0). We have found from both [Fig. 5](#fig5){ref-type="fig"}a and [Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"} that for all degrees of randomness in the random matrix *G*~*K*~ (i.e., *c* = 0.05, 0.1 and 0.5), 7 out of the 9 symptomatic subjects had practically zero probability of stability and 2 symptomatic subjects (subjects 12 and 13) had very small probability of stability (smaller than 0.004). Moreover, we see from the third column in [Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"} that the network dimensions of the 7 symptomatic subjects with zero probability of stability are much larger than 7, while the network dimensions of subjects 12 and 13 are 7. On the other hand, we have seen from [Fig. 5](#fig5){ref-type="fig"}b and [Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"} that for *c* = 0.5, none of the 8 asymptomatic subjects had zero probability of stability, and in particular subjects 3, 4 and 16 had much larger probability of stability than any of the symptomatic subjects. We have also noticed that the network dimensions of subjects 3, 4 and 16 are much smaller than 7, while the network dimensions of the other asymptomatic subjects are 7 or close to 7. All of these results have indicated that the symptomatic subjects and asymptomatic subjects are quite different in stability property presumably due to the difference in system dimensions.

Since we suspect that a high-dimensional stable system can be easily identified as an unstable system if its system matrix is measured or estimated with error, we also performed Monte Carlo simulations to demonstrate that, for a stable system, it could have a high probability to be unstable if its dimension is high and its system matrix is measured with a small random error (see [Appendix 1](#appsec1){ref-type="sec"}). For example, we simulated an artificial system which is stable but with similar properties to that of Subject 5 with 16 dimensions, our simulation results show that the simulated system has a high probability (from 0.60 to 0.76) to be unstable if a small random error is added to the stable system matrix (see [AFig. 1](#dfig1){ref-type="graphic"}). As a matter of fact, this observation is conceptually consistent with the random matrix theory in that the mean of the largest real part of eigenvalues of a random matrix with zero-mean elements is positively related to the square root of the dimension of the random matrix ([@bib13], [@bib67], [@bib79]).

4. Conclusions and discussions {#sec4}
==============================

Network controllability analysis provides a system-level understanding of how biological systems respond to diseases and also a novel paradigm for discovery of potential intervention targets. In this paper, we have compared three methods of controllability analysis, the SC unweighted method, the EC weighted method and the ED method, to study the GRNs of human subjects challenged by influenza virus. The SC unweighted method is preferred over the EC weighted method, because the former only relies on the structure of the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$ and has fewer sources of errors compared to the latter. In addition, the SC unweighted method is more suitable for the homogeneous networks than the ED method, and the GRNs are known to be homogeneous and homogeneous-mixing networks ([@bib2], [@bib7], [@bib45], [@bib78]).

Comparing the minimal numbers of driver nodes between the asymptomatic and symptomatic subjects using the SC unweighted method, we find that the GRNs of asymptomatic subjects are easier to be controlled than those of symptomatic subjects. Similar results have also been observed when comparing the redundant, ordinary and critical links of the GRNs between asymptomatic and symptomatic subjects. As seen from [Fig. 3](#fig3){ref-type="fig"}, the GRNs of most asymptomatic subjects have larger proportions of redundant links, smaller proportions of critical links and smaller numbers of driver nodes than those of symptomatic subjects, indicating that the GRNs of asymptomatic subjects are more robust and stable, and are easier to be controlled than those of symptomatic subjects. This may be one of the reasons that the asymptomatic subjects did not develop symptoms after influenza challenge. It may also suggest that these asymptomatic subjects are easier to recover from disease status after viral infection than those symptomatic subjects.

The minimum number of driver nodes required to control a dynamic GRN depends on the degree of homogeneity of the network. The less heterogeneous the degree distribution is, the less the proportion of minimum driver nodes is required. This is demonstrated by the observations that the proportions of driver nodes required to control the GRNs identified for the 17 subjects are no less than that for an ER random network and are almost the same as that of the configuration model. Thus, the degree distribution, rather than the structure of network, plays an important role in controlling the GRN in response to influenza infection. In addition, there exist significant differences in the proportions of driver nodes between the GRNs and the ER random network for asymptomatic and symptomatic subjects. GRNs of symptomatic subjects are harder to be controlled compared to the ER random network, while GRNs of asymptomatic subjects are almost the same to be controlled as the ER random network.

Considering the empirical probability of stability of the 17 GRNs, we first treated the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$ for each subject as a deterministic matrix and added different degrees of randomness to this matrix. Differences have been observed between the symptomatic and asymptomatic subjects. Most symptomatic subjects had zero probability of stability when adding different degrees of randomness in the estimated matrix $\widehat{A}$, while all the asymptomatic subjects had nonzero probability of stability when the randomness is high. We have also found that higher dimensional systems (dimension *K* ≥ 5) were of zero probability to be stable, while the probabilities of stability of smaller systems (dimension *K* \< 5) were much higher, especially with high randomness. Thus, the dimension of the GRN plays an important role in determining the probability of stability of the system.

We also used the Monte Carlo simulation approach to explore whether a stable system can be identified as an unstable system if its dimension is high and its system matrix is measured or estimated with a small random error. Our simulation results show that it is very easy for a high-dimensional exponentially stable system to become an unstable one after adding randomness into the system matrix. Since estimation errors are inevitable in the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$ for the dynamic gene response network systems for the 17 subjects in ([@bib44]), it is possible that the unobserved true system matrix *A* for some of these 17 subjects (if not all) are exponentially stable. Thus, the fact that the system based on the estimated matrix $\widehat{A}$ is unstable is presumably due to the random estimation error in $\widehat{A}$. Therefore, the network stability is very sensitive to randomness in the system matrix for high dimensional systems, we conclude that a true stable system is most likely to be identified as an unstable system if its system matrix is high-dimensional and needs to be estimated with noisy data.
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Appendix 1. Additional Stability Analyses {#appsec1}
=========================================

We consider the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$ as an unobserved true system matrix *A*^*true*^ imposed by measurement errors*G*~*K*~, $\widehat{A}$ = *A*^*true*^ + *G*~*K*~ where *G*~*K*~ is a Ginibre ensemble. For each estimated matrix$\ \widehat{A}$, we create a deterministic matrix *A*^*new*^ such that, after adding the same real Ginibre ensemble *G*~*K*~ as in Eq. [(11)](#fd11){ref-type="disp-formula"} (denote *A*^*new*^ + *G*~*K*~ by *A′*), the median of the empirical pdf of *max*(*μ*(*A′*)) equals to *max*(*μ*($\widehat{A}$)). By construction, the probability of *A′* being more stable than $\widehat{A}$, i.e., Pr(*max*(*μ*(*A′*))\< *max*(*μ*($\widehat{A}$))) is 0.5. It suggests that the stability of unobserved true system matrix *A*^*true*^ is comparable to that of matrix *A*^*new*^. We constructed the deterministic matrix *A*^*new*^ as follows. Firstly, for each estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$, we calculate its corresponding block diagonal matrix *J* by conducting Jordan decomposition. For Jordan blocks that have positive diagonal elements and no nilpotent components, we set the diagonal elements to be zero and keep the rest elements unchanged. For Jordan blocks that have positive diagonal elements and nilpotent components, we set this Jordan block to be a zero matrix. For the rest of Jordan blocks, we keep them unchanged. The obtained new matrix is denoted by *J′*, and we define a deterministic matrix *R*~*K*~ = *PJ\'P*^−1^. Then, by using the same real Ginibre ensemble *G*~*K*~ and the simulation method as stated in the Methods Section, we can obtain the empirical pdf of *max*(*μ*(*R*~*K*~ + *G*~*K*~)), and computed its median, denoted by *δ*. Finally, we construct the required deterministic matrix *A*^*new*^ = *R*~*K*~ +(*max*(*μ*($\widehat{A}$))-*δ*)*E*~*K*~, where *E*~*K*~ is a *K*-dimensional unit matrix. The empirical pdf of *max*(*μ*(*A′*)) is the pdf of *max*(*μ*(*R*~*K*~ + *G*~*K*~)) shifted by a distance of *max*(*μ*($\widehat{A}$))-*δ*.

For simplicity of representation, we only show the results for the symptomatic subject 5. The results for other subjects are available upon request. The values of *max*(*μ*(*A*^*new*^)) are −0.275, −0.498 and −1.875 for *c* = 0.05, 0.1 and 0.5, respectively, meaning that the constructed matrix *A*^*new*^ is exponentially stable. Since *A*^*new*^ is constructed to match the stability property of the unobserved true system matrix *A*^*true*^, the fact that *A*^*new*^ is exponentially stable suggests that it is possible that the true system matrix *A*^*true*^ is exponentially stable, although the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$ is unstable. If we impose the real Ginibre ensemble *G*~*K*~ on *A*^*new*^, the empirical pdfs of *max*(*μ*(*A′*)) for different values of the coefficient *c* for subject 5 are displayed in [AFig. 1](#dfig1){ref-type="graphic"} and the representations of the colorful solid lines and black dash line are the same as those in.[Fig. 5](#fig5){ref-type="fig"}. We can obtained from [AFig. 1](#dfig1){ref-type="graphic"} that the empirical probability of stability, *i.e.*, Pr(*max*(*μ*(*A′*))\<0) are 0.2389, 0.3086 and 0.4037 for *c* = 0.05, 0.1 and 0.5, respectively. These results show that an exponentially stable system can be more prone to be unstable if the parameters are estimated with errors. Thus, the apparent instability of the estimated system matrix $\widehat{A}$ is probably an artefact due to randomness brought by errors in measurements and estimation.AFigure 1The pdfs of the largest real part of eigenvalues *max*(*μ*(*A****′***)), for subject 5, where *A****′*** = *A*^*new*^ *+* *G*~*K*~, and *A*^*new*^ is the constructed stable deterministic matrix from the estimated matrix $\widehat{A}$, and *G*~*K*~ is the real Ginibre ensemble with a standard deviation *cr*~*A*~, in which *r*~*A*~ = \|$\widehat{A}$\|~*F*~/*K* with \|$\widehat{A}$\|~*F*~ being the Frobenius norm of $\widehat{A}$. The three colourful solid lines denote the cases for different coefficient *c* indicating the magnitude of randomness, and the black dash line represents the value of *max*(*μ*($\widehat{A}$)).AFigure 1ATable 1The proportions of driver nodes determined by the SC unweighted, EC weighted and ED methods for symptomatic and asymptomatic subjects.ATable 1CaseSubject\# Of nodes\# Of edgesSC unweightedEC weightedEDSymptomaticsubject120590.20.20.4subject516570.18750.18750.4375subject6311630.09677420.09677419354840.387097subject713170.5384620.5384615384620.384615subject813380.2307690.2307692307690.384615subject1017600.1176470.1176470588240.411765subject127200.1428570.1428571428570.428571subject137140.4285710.4285714285710.428571subject1513770.07692310.2307692307690.307692Asymptomaticsubject25100.20.20.4subject3390.3333330.6666666666670.333333subject4350.3333330.3333333333330.333333subject97180.1428570.1428571428570.428571subject116150.1666670.3333333333330.166667subject14690.3333330.3333333333330.5subject16220.50.50.5subject177170.1428570.1428571428570.428571ATable 2The number of driver nodes (DN), redundant links (RL), ordinary links (OL) and critical links (CL) for symptomatic and asymptomatic subjects by the SC unweighted method.ATable 2SymptomaticAsymptomaticSubjectDNRLOLCLSubjectDNRLOLCLsubject1410454subject21505subject538472subject31090subject63231355subject41203subject772132subject912142subject8310253subject1112121subject1027503subject142252subject1214151subject161020subject1333110subject1712141subject1514730ATable 3The proportions of redundant links (RL), ordinary links (OL) and critical links (CL) for symptomatic and asymptomatic subjects by the SC unweighted method.ATable 3CaseSubjectRLOLCLSymptomaticsubject10.1694920.7627120.0677966subject50.1403510.8245610.0350877subject60.1411040.8282210.0306748subject70.1176470.7647060.117647subject80.2631580.6578950.0789474subject100.1166670.8333330.05subject120.20.750.05subject130.2142860.7857140subject150.05194810.9480520Asymptomaticsubject20.500.5subject3010subject40.400.6subject90.1111110.7777780.111111subject110.1333330.80.0666667subject140.2222220.5555560.222222subject16010subject170.1176470.8235290.0588235ATable 4The proportions of driver nodes in comparison to null models by the SC unweighted method.ATable 4CaseSubjectIdentified GRNER random networkConfiguration modelConfiguration model w/o jointSymptomaticsubject10.20.08250.20550.2035subject50.18750.0631250.1931250.191875subject60.0967740.03225810.1048390.109032subject70.5384620.340.5384620.538462subject80.2307690.090.2530770.256154subject100.1176470.05941180.1364710.132941subject120.1428570.1428570.1428570.142857subject130.4285710.1614290.2985710.301429subject150.0769230.07692310.07692310.0769231Asymptomaticsubject20.20.2020.20.204subject30.333333------subject40.3333330.3333330.3333330.333333subject90.1428570.1485710.1571430.154286subject110.1666670.1666670.1683330.166667subject140.3333330.2516670.2183330.215subject160.50.50.50.5subject170.1428570.1485710.1442860.144286ATable 5The complete list of driver nodes for each subject by the SC unweighted method.ATable 5subject11941217subject21subject31subject41subject512311subject64715subject73810136912subject851113subject97subject101516subject115subject121subject13567subject1462subject157subject162subject176ATable 6The complete list of the redundant links (RL) and critical links (CL) for each subject by the SC unweighted method.ATable 6SubjectLink typeSourceTargetsubject1CL151740121086RL9101417106101717018041721012050subject2CL0122341340RL3231101211subject3CLRL910subject4CL001221RL0111subject5CL791213RL5911310132921311911131313subject6CL415113212527291711RL311313315192519157112025201510251029281128152151213131322252525141315131525291129153013subject7CL6758RL68117subject8CL001229RL3070727982606269119122subject9CL0245RL0001subject10CL0123115RL7157381591593331215subject11CL35RL4555subject12CL62RL22216112subject13CLRL111221subject14CL1550RL1054subject15CLRL11129123121012subject16CLRLsubject17CL10RL6030ATable 7The complete list of control paths for each subject by the SC unweighted method.subject1stem861913111210151719bud02714181634(assigned to stem 12 10 15 17 19)5(assigned to stem 9 13)subject2bud01342subject3bud012subject4bud0bud12subject5stem279414bud0112131035118156assigned to stem 2 7 9subject6stem522202801132729141711192330264152461821252108bud37(assigned to stem 5 22 20 28 0 1 13 27 29 14 17 11 19 23 30 26 4 15 24)12(assigned to stem 5 22 20 28 0 1 13 27 29 14 17 11 19 23 30 26 4 15 24)subject7stem2301458671191012subject8stem7411561291210bud0(assigned to stem 11 5 6 1 2 9)3(assigned to stem 11 5 6 1 2 9)8(assigned to stem 11 5 6 1 2 9)subject9stem6bud02345(assigned to stem 6)1subject10stem1114108613161270115bud234(assigned to stem 11 14 10 8 6 13)5(assigned to stem 11 14 10 8 6 13)9(assigned to stem 11 14 10 8 6 13)subject11stem3542bud01(assigned to stem: 3 5 4 2)subject12stem0162543subject13stem456bud01(assigned to stem 6)23subject14stem243bud015subject15stem1192341210687bud01(assigned to stem: 11 9 2 3 4 12 10 6 8 7)5(assigned to stem: 11 9 2 3 4 12 10 6 8 7)subject16stem1bud0subject17stem32645bud01(assigned to stem 3 2 6 4 5)
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